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REAL PARTY IN INTEREST 

The real party in interest in the present application and Appeal is: Mission 
Communications, LLC, 3060C Business Park Drive, Norcross, GA 30071. 

RELATED APPEALS AND INTERFERENCES 

There are no related appeals or interferences. 

STATUS OF CLAIMS 

Claims 2-26 remain in the application and are all pending. Claims 2-26 stand rejected in 
a fourth Office Action under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as obvious over Brewster et al. [5,960,337] in 
view of Marrs et al [5,504,476]. 

STATUS OF CLAIMS 

Claims 1 and 27-65 have been cancelled. 

Claims 2-26 are pending. 

Claims 2-26 stand rejected. 

Claims 2-26 are subject to present appeal. 

STATUS OF AMENDMENTS 

No amendment has been filed since the issuance of the last Office Action. 

SUMMARY OF CLAIMED SUBJECT MATTER 

The invention recited in independent Claim 6 is directed to a method of transmitting an 
event notification (which could be employed, for example, in a Supervisory Control and Data 
Acquisition (SCAD A) system used to monitor industrial processes, such as waste water 
treatment facilities.) [See, e.g., FIGS. 3A-3B] The method is a computerized method 



Application No. 09/858,403 

Amended Appeal Brief dated 09/1 1 /2006 

Page 3 of 27 



(Specification, p. 7, 1. 2) for managing responders (such as technicians) to emergency situations 
(such as power failures at a water treatment pumping station operated by a water utility). When 
an event (such as a pump failure) occurs (302), a central computer transmits an event code (314), 
via a non-automatically receipt confirmed transmission medium (for example, a pager) to a first 
individual. [Specification, p. 8, line 15] If the central computer receives a response from the first 
individual (332), then a request to respond with the event code is sent from the central computer 
to the first individual. (Specification, p. 8, 1. 28-p. 9, 1. 32) If the first individual responds by 
transmitting the first event code (which indicates that the first individual is responding to the 
event), then the central computer identifies the event from the event code (334) and transmits 
instructions relating to the event to the first individual. (338) (Specification, p. 9, 11. 1-5) The 
central computer also transmits the event code to a second individual (such as a backup 
technician) and a similar transmission-response routine is executed. (Specification, p. 8, 11. 24- 
25) If the central computer receives the response from the first individual (342), then it transmits 
an indication to the second individual that he or she is not required to respond to the event. (348) 
(Specification, p. 9, 11. 13-15) 

GROUNDS OF REJECTION TO BE REVIEWED ON APPEAL 

The following grounds of rejection are to be reviewed on appeal: 
Claims 2-26 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as obvious over Brewster et al. 
[5,960,337] in view of Marrs et al. [5,504,476]. 

ARGUMENT 
A. SUMMARY OF ARGUMENTS. 

This section summarizes Applicant's arguments. A more detailed argument and citation 
to authority is found below. 

1 . The final Office Action fails to demonstrate that a combination of the cited references 
teaches or suggests each of the elements of the rejected claims. 

2. The rejections of the dependant claims are improper in that they completely lack 
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guidance as to where the claim limitations may be found in the cited references. 

B. DETAILED ARGUMENTS AND CITATIONS TO AUTHORITY. 
1. BACKGROUND 

A first Office Action was issued on September 2, 2004, in which the Examiner rejected 
all of the claims, but indicated that Claim 6 would be allowable if rewritten to include all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. Applicant responded to this action by 
canceling Claims 1 and 26-65, amending Claim 6 to include the limitations of Claim 1 and 
amending all of the remaining claims to depend from amended Claim 6. 

A second Office Action was issued on May 23, 2005. Rather than allowing the claims, 
all of the claims were rejected under 35 U.S. C. §§101,112 and 103 (citing U.S. Patent Nos. 
6,571,285 and 5,566,339). Applicant responded to the § 101 rejection by presenting arguments 
as to why the rejection was improper and responded to the § 1 12 rejection by amending the 
claims slightly and also presenting arguments as to why the rejection was improper. Applicant 
responded to the § 103 rejection by distinguishing the elements of the claims from the passages 
cited in the Action. 

A third Office Action was issued October 3, 2005, in which all of Applicant's arguments 
presented in the Response to the second Office Action were asserted to be moot in view of new 
grounds for rejection. All of the claims were, once again, rejected. It appears as though the 
Examiner accepted all of Applicant's arguments regarding the §§ 101 and 1 12 rejections. This 
time, however. Claim 6 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12 on the previously-unasserted 
grounds that it contained a negative limitation. All of the claims were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 
103 as being obvious over U.S. Patent No. 6,647,432, in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,566,339. 
Applicant responded to the § 1 12 rejection by pointing out that Claim 6 did not include a 
negative limitation and, even if it did, that there is no prohibition on negative limitations. 
Applicant responded to § 103 rejection by pointing out that the cited references completely fail 
to show any of the limitations recited in the corresponding claims. 

A fourth Office Action was issued on February 15, 2005, in which all of Applicant's 
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arguments presented in the Response to the third Office Action were, once again, asserted to be 
moot in view of still new grounds for rejection. It appears as though the Examiner accepted 
Applicant's arguments regarding the new § 1 12 rejection. However, all of the claims were 
rejected yet another time under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as being obvious over U.S. Patent No. 5,960,337 
in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,504,476. 

Because of the excessive cost associated with responding to what is beginning to appear 
to be an endless chain of office actions. Applicant filed the Notice of Appeal in response to the 
fourth Office Action. 

2. CLAIM REJECTIONS UNDER 35 U.S.C. §103: 

a. The fourth Office Action fails to demonstrate that a combination of the cited 
references teaches or suggests each of the elements of Independent Claim 6. 

"To establish prima facie obviousness of a claimed invention, all of the claim limitations 
must be taught or suggested by the prior art." MPEP 2143.03 The fourth Office Action rejects 
Claims 2-27 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). However, the cited references fail to teach or suggest 
each of the limitations of the rejected claims. In fact, virtually none of the limitations of Claim 6 
(or any of the claims depending therefrom) are found in the cited references. Claim 6 includes 
eight different elements, which will be discussed in detail, in view of the cited references as 
follows: 

First Element (Element a) of Claim 6 

For example, the first element of Claim 6 recites the following limitations: 

transmitting from a central computer at a central notification processing center to 
a first individual, via a not-automatically receipt confirmed transmission medium, 
a first data packet that includes a first event code, the first event code 
corresponding to a first event; 

The fourth Action asserts that Brewster et al. discloses the limitation of "transmitting from a 
central computer at a central notification processing center to a first individual, via a not- 
automatically receipt confirmed transmission medium," stating that "an EAS operator transmits 
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an emergency call to available EAS responder/technician," without citing any portion of the '337 
patent in support thereof. However, Brewster et al. simply does not disclose this element for the 
following reasons: 

1. Brewster et al. completely fails to disclose use of "a not-automatically receipt 
confirmed transmission medium," or any equivalent thereof; 

2. Brewster et al. completely fails to disclose transmission by a central computer of an 
event code that corresponds to an event. 

The not-automatically receipt confirmed transmission medium is disclosed, for example, 
on p. 8, 11. 13-26 of the present application and has definite meaning. Because the present 
invention uses such a medium, it is capable of sending out response assignments to technicians 
while placing a positive duty on the technician to take an action that indicates that the event is 
being responded to. This limitation provides a higher level of reliability to the present invention. 
Second Element (Element b) of Claim 6 

The second element of Claim 6 recites the following limitations: 

upon receiving, by the central computer, a response communication from the first 
individual, transmitting a request from the central computer to the first individual 
requesting that the first individual respond with the first event code; 

The fourth Action asserts that Brewster et al. discloses this element, indicating that in Brewster 
et al. "the emergency call broadcasted to the candidate EAS responders which are available to 
respond to the emergency/incident categories. Fig 3A-D." However, an event code, which is 
discussed in the Specification of the present application on p. 8, 11. 13-26, provides information 
about a specific event, not just a general category of events, and is directed to a specific 
individual. For example, if a pump experienced a power failure on one night and the same pump 
experienced a power failure on another night, each of these separate events would generate a 
different event code. Also, if two different technicians were notified of the same power failure, 
two different event codes would be generated. In this way, the central computer is able to 
identify exactly which technician is responding to exactly which event. Furthermore, the cited 
figures (Figs. 3A-D) merely show the various groupings of types of responders are required for 
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different types of emergencies. Nothing in the rest of Brewster et al. shows this limitation either. 

The fourth Action states, on p. 3, that Brewster et al. discloses use of a first code and 
second code (citing col. 10, 11. 44-68). However, the cited passage of Brewster et al. refers only 
to codes generated by a global positioning system (GPS) satellite that are used by a GPS system 
to determine a location. They do not relate to the event codes of the present invention in any 
way. 

The fourth Action also states, on p. 4, that Marrs et al. discloses event codes. Marrs et al. 
discloses only "alert codes" that identify the type of message content (e.g., sports, etc.) that a 
radio receiver (such as a pager) is receiving [see, e.g., Marrs et al., col. 3, 11. 6-33]. Such "alert 
codes" do not relate in any way to the event codes of the present application. 
Third Element (Element c) of Claim 6 

The third element of Claim 6 recites: 

if the first individual responds by transmitting to the central computer the first 
event code, then identifying the first event from the first event code; 

The fourth Action asserts that in Brewster et al. "if the first individual responds by transmitting 

the first event code then identifying the event from the first event codes (i.e.: the first EAS 

responder responds to the call)." However, an EAS responder responding to a call, is not even 

similar to the recited action of an individual transmitting an event code to a central computer and 

the central computer identifying the event based on an event code. Brewster et al. makes no 

mention at all of a responder transmitting an event code to a central computer. 

Fourth Element (Element d) of Claim 6 

The fourth element of Claim 6 recites: 

transmitting from the central computer instructions relating to the event to the 
first individual; 

The fourth Action asserts that Brewster et al. discloses "the EAS operator contact to the 
first ESA responders who accept the call (without providing a specific cite in Brewster). 
However, even if Brewster et al. discloses what the Action asserts, it is still not disclosing the 
step of transmitting instructions from a central computer, as recited in this element. 
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Fifth Element (Element e) of Claim 6 

The fifth element of Claim 6 recites: 

transmitting from the central computer to a second individual, via a not- 
automatically receipt confirmed transmission medium, a second data packet that 
includes a second event code, the second event code corresponding to the first 
event; 

The fourth Action asserts that Brewster et al. discloses "transmitting from the central 
computer to a second individual, (i.e.: the EAS operator assigned the call to an other/second EAS 
responder)." 

Even if Brewster et al. does disclose everything that the action asserts relative to this 
element, it is completely irrelevant as the action fails to state that Brewster et al. discloses the 
actual claim limitations recited in this element. The fifth element recites transmitting from a 
central computer a data packet that contains an event code - which does not relate at all to an 
operator assigning a call to an EAS responder. 
Sixth Element (Element f) of Claim 6 

The sixth element of Claim 6 recites: 

upon the central computer receiving a response communication from the second 
individual, transmitting a request from the central computer to the second 
individual requesting that the second individual respond with the second event 
code; 

The fourth Action asserts that Brewster et al. discloses "the second EAS responders 
received and responded to the call." Again, what the Action asserts is disclosed by Brewster et 
al. simply does not relate to the limitations recited in the element. Furthermore, the limitations 
recited in the element are simply not disclosed in Brewster. 
Seventh Element (Element g) of Claim 6 

The seventh element of Claim 6 recites: 

identifying with the central computer the first event and the second individual 
from the second event code; 

The fourth Action asserts that Brewster et al. discloses "the EAS subsequently monitors 
the location of the EAS responders." Again, while Brewster et al. may disclose what the Action 
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asserts, it simply does not relate to the limitations of the recited element. 

Eighth Element (Element h) of Claim 6 

The eighth element of Claim 6 recites: 

if the step of transmitting instructions relating to the first event to the first 
individual has been completed prior to the central computer receiving a response 
communication from the second individual, then transmitting from the central 
computer to the second individual an indication that the second individual is not 
required to respond to the first event. 

The fourth Action asserts that Brewster et al. discloses "the EAS operator will assign 
only one responder is required for this incident" and then cites eight full columns of Brewster et 
al. in support thereof However, the recited limitations essentially indicate that the computer will 
recall a second responder once a first responder has accepted responsibility for an event. 
Nothing that the Action asserts about this element relates to recalling a second responder. In 
fact, Brewster et al. makes no mention at all of recalling a previously-assigned responder once a 
first responder has taken responsibility for an event. 

As can be seen regarding the rejection to Claim 6, not a single one of the claims eight 
elements is either taught or suggested by the cited references, either taken alone or in 
combination. For this reason. Claim 6 and all claims depending therefrom are not obvious over 
the cited references and should be allowed. 

b. The fourth Office Action fails to indicate where the limitations of the dependant 
claims my be found in the cited references. 

The fourth Action also rejects all of dependant Claims 2-5 and 7-26 on the grounds that 
these claims "contain the similar limitations set forth in claim 6. Therefore claims 2-5, 7-26 are 
rejected for the same rationale set forth in claim 6." 

Firstly, Applicant traverses the assertion that the limitations recited in Claims 2-5 and 7- 
26 are the same as set forth in Claim 6. If that were true, then the proper assertion would be a 
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Duplicate Claims objection pursuant to MPEP 706.03(k) - which was never asserted in any of 
the four Office Actions issued in this case. 

Secondly, a reading of these claims clearly shows that they all have limitations 
distinguishable from those of Claim 6. However, the Action failed to include any sort of 
comparison of the rejected claims to the cited references on an element-by-element basis. (In 
fact, it failed to provide any guidance as to the basis for the rejection at all!). 

Thirdly, a blanket rejection of this sort is so imprecise that it makes it impossible for 
Applicant to understand the Examiner's rationale in making the rejection and, thus, nearly 
equally impossible to respond. 

Finally, Applicant asserts that the limitations of the dependant claims are not taught or 
suggested in the cited references. Specifically, nowhere do the cited references teach or suggest 
the elements of: "using [a] central computer to identify the first individual from the first event 
code," as recited in Claim 2; "using the central computer to identify the first individual from a 
caller identification data packet received from a telephone," as recited in Claim 3; "the first event 
compris[ing] an alarm at a selected location," as recited in Claim 4; " using the central computer 
to maintain a record of the telephone call received from the first individual," as recited in 
Claim 5; "the instructions include[ing] directions to a location of the first event," as recited in 
Claim 7; "selecting, using the central computer, the first individual from a plurality of 
individuals based upon a preselected set of criteria," as recited in Claim 8; "wherein the 
preselected set of criteria include at least one of the following: who of the plurality of individuals 
is currently on duty; who of the plurality of individuals is closest to a location of the first event; 
who of the plurality of individuals is currently not assigned to another event; and who of the 
plurality of individuals is most capable of responding to the first event," as recited in Claim 9; 
"transmitting from the central computer to a local computer at a local facility an indication that 
the first event has occurred," as recited in Claim 10; "displaying information relating to the first 
event on a site accessible to a user via a global computer network," as recited in Claim 11; 
"wherein the information includes a graphical display of a location of the first event," as recited 
in Claim 12; "wherein the information includes a graphical display of a nature of the first event," 
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as recited in Claim 13; "wherein the information includes a graphical display of a current 
location of the first individual," as recited in Claim 14; "employing the central computer to 
verify that the first individual has responded to the first event by reading a personal identification 
of the first individual," as recited in Claim 15; "the verifying step comprising the step of reading 
a personal identification apparatus at a location of the first event and transmitting data resulting 
from the reading of the personal identification apparatus to the central computer," as recited in 
Claim 16; "the verifying step comprising the step of reading biometric data at a location of the 
first event and transmitting data resulting from the reading of biometric data to the central 
computer," as recited in Claim 17; "activating a service mode upon completion of the verifying 
step, wherein the first event occurs at a first location and wherein the service mode causes a 
preselected set of subsequent events occurring at the first location to be ignored by the central 
computer," as recited in Claim 18; "activating a service mode upon completion of the verifying 
step, wherein the first event occurs at a first location and wherein the service mode causes a 
preselected set of pending events occurring at the first location to be ignored by the central 
computer," as recited in Claim 19; "instructing the first individual to follow a procedure to 
indicate acceptance of responsibility for the first event to the central computer," as recited in 
Claim 20; "the procedure compris[ing] depressing a preselected button on a telephone handset," 
as recited in Claim 21; "the transmitting step comprising the step of transmitting from the central 
computer a description of the first event to the first individual," as recited in Claim 22; "the 
transmitting step comprising the step of transmitting from the central computer at least one 
instruction to the first individual as to how the first individual is to respond to the first event," as 
recited in Claim 23; "a plurality of events occur[ing] at a location and wherein if the first 
individual responds to the fist event then the central computer recognizes that the first individual 
accepts responsibility for each of the events of the plurality of events," as recited in Claim 24; 
"wherein a plurality of events occurring at a location, further comprising the step of allowing the 
first individual to selectively accept responsibility for each of the events of the plurality of 
events," as recited in Claim 25; and "wherein the first event occurs at a first location and wherein 
at least one second event is triggered by the first event, further comprising the step of receiving 
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acceptance by the central computer for the second event when the first individual indicates 
acceptance for the first event," as recited in Claim 26. 

Given that all of these limitations are completely absent from the cited references, and 
give that the Action makes no specific assertion to the contrary, Applicant believes that these 
claims should be allowed. Otherwise, Applicant respectfully requests specific cites to where 
these limitations can be found in the cited references. 

Exhibits A and B, attached hereto supra, demonstrate the acceptance of the invention in the 
marketplace and further demonstrate the long-felt, unsolved-need that the invention overcomes. 

C. REQUEST FOR DECISION ON APPEAL MANDATING AN IMMEDIATE 
ALLOWANCE RATHER THAN CONTINUATION OF EXAMINATION 

Given that four separate Office Actions have been issued in the present application, 
without a single one issuing a rejection that has been maintained in a subsequent action and 
given that each action has based its rejections on references not cited in the previous action, it 
appears as though the present apphcation has been subject to four separate searches. Also given 
that no substantive rejection has been maintained from action to action, it is believed that that the 
claims of the present application have been thoroughly examined and are ready for allowance. 

If the Board were not to mandate the issuance of a Notice of Allowance, it would only 
waste the resources of the Office and the Applicant. Therefore, Applicant respectfully requests a 
Decision on Appeal that mandates the immediate issuance of a Notice of Allowance. 

In the alternative. Applicant requests a Decision on Appeal that mandates the Examiner 
provide a specific cite, for each limitation in the claims, to a location in the cited references 
where the limitation may be found. (Applicant respectfully suggests that each site should be to 
no more than three lines in the cited reference.) 

CONCLUSION 

For the reasons enumerated above. Applicant believes that the examination was in error 
and requests that all rejections be reversed and that all remaining claims be allowed. 
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No addition fees are believed due. However, the Commissioner is hereby authorized to 
charge any additional fees which may be required, including any necessary extensions of time, 
which are hereby requested, to Deposit Account No. 503535. 
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Claims Appendix 

1. (Cancelled). 

2. The method of Claim 6, further comprising the step of using the central computer to 
identify the first individual from the first event code. 

3. The method of Claim 6, further comprising the step of using the central computer to 
identify the first individual from a caller identification data packet received from a 
telephone. 

4. The method of Claim 6, wherein the first event comprises an alarm at a selected location. 

5. The method of Claim 6, further comprising the step of using the central computer to 
maintain a record of the telephone call received from the first individual. 

6. A method of transmitting an event notification, comprising the steps of: 

a. transmitting from a central computer at a central notification processing center to 
a first individual, via a not-automatically receipt confirmed transmission medium, 
a first data packet that includes a first event code, the first event code 
corresponding to a first event; 

b. upon receiving, by the central computer, a response communication from the first 
individual, transmitting a request from the central computer to the first individual 
requesting that the first individual respond with the first event code; 

c. if the first individual responds by transmitting to the central computer the first 
event code, then identifying the first event from the first event code; 

d. transmitting from the central computer instructions relating to the event to the 
first individual; 
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e. transmitting from the central computer to a second individual, via a not- 
automatically receipt confirmed transmission medium, a second data packet that 
includes a second event code, the second event code corresponding to the first 
event; 

f. upon the central computer receiving a response communication from the second 
individual, transmitting a request from the central computer to the second 
individual requesting that the second individual respond with the second event 
code; 

g. identifying with the central computer the first event and the second individual 
from the second event code; and 

h. if the step of transmitting instructions relating to the first event to the first 
individual has been completed prior to the central computer receiving a response 
communication from the second individual, then transmitting from the central 
computer to the second individual an indication that the second individual is not 
required to respond to the first event. 

7. The method of Claim 6, wherein the instructions include directions to a location of the 
first event. 

8. The method of Claim 6, further comprising the step of selecting, using the central 
computer, the first individual from a plurality of individuals based upon a preselected set 
of criteria. 

9. The method of Claim 8, wherein the preselected set of criteria include at least one of the 
following: 

a. who of the plurality of individuals is currently on duty; 

b. who of the plurality of individuals is closest to a location of the first event; 
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c. who of the plurality of individuals is currently not assigned to another event; and 

d. who of the plurality of individuals is most capable of responding to the first event. 

10. The method of Claim 6, further comprising the step of transmitting from the central 
computer to a local computer at a local facility an indication that the first event has 
occurred. 

1 1 . The method of Claim 6, further comprising the step of displaying information relating to 
the first event on a site accessible to a user via a global computer network. 

12. The method of Claim 11, wherein the information includes a graphical display of a 
location of the first event. 

13. The method of Claim 11, wherein the information includes a graphical display of a nature 
of the first event. 

14. The method of Claim 11, wherein the information includes a graphical display of a 
current location of the first individual. 

15. The method of Claim 6, further comprising the step of employing the central computer to 
verify that the first individual has responded to the first event by reading a personal 
identification of the first individual. 

16. The method of Claim 15, wherein the verifying step comprises the step of reading a 
personal identification apparatus at a location of the first event and transmitting data 
resulting from the reading of the personal identification apparatus to the central 
computer. 
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17. The method of Claim 15, wherein the verifying step comprises the step of reading 
biometric data at a location of the first event and transmitting data resulting from the 
reading of biometric data to the central computer. 

18. The method of Claim 15, further comprising the step of activating a service mode upon 
completion of the verifying step, wherein the first event occurs at a first location and 
wherein the service mode causes a preselected set of subsequent events occurring at the 
first location to be ignored by the central computer. 

19. The method of Claim 15, further comprising the step of activating a service mode upon 
completion of the verifying step, wherein the first event occurs at a first location and 
wherein the service mode causes a preselected set of pending events occurring at the first 
location to be ignored by the central computer. 

20. The method of Claim 6, wherein the transmitting step comprises the step of instructing 
the first individual to follow a procedure to indicate acceptance of responsibility for the 
first event to the central computer. 

21 . The method of Claim 20, wherein the procedure comprises depressing a preselected 
button on a telephone handset. 

22. The method of Claim 6, wherein the transmitting step comprises the step of transmitting 
from the central computer a description of the first event to the first individual. 

23. The method of Claim 6, wherein the transmitting step comprises the step of transmitting 
from the central computer at least one instruction to the first individual as to how the first 
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individual is to respond to the first event. 

24. The method of Claim 6, wherein a plurality of events occurs at a location and wherein if 
the first individual responds to the fist event then the central computer recognizes that the 
first individual accepts responsibility for each of the events of the plurality of events. 

25. The method of Claim 6, wherein a plurality of events occurs at a location, further 
comprising the step of allowing the first individual to selectively accept responsibility for 
each of the events of the plurality of events. 

26. The method of Claim 6, wherein the first event occurs at a first location and wherein at 
least one second event is triggered by the first event, further comprising the step of 
receiving acceptance by the central computer for the second event when the first 
individual indicates acceptance for the first event. 



27-65. (Cancelled) 
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Pebble Beach Uses MSSfOI^ for Backup Momtormg of s?^ Exlsthig SCAOA 
System 



Most pi:Op!';, r\a iM^. goifers, recogni/e - he nf?:T]e Pebbis: Beacb ci^^ bsiii^g on^ of liie proiTiier : 'esicioiiiiai co!:i:Ti(jnitii:S 
ill the fij^tiOii Nistied ^he j;hord:ne «!^d blufe o? the C^iiforni^j Monterey penirisuia, Pebble Be^^ch is borne to 
hiitidre* of fTiijiti-fiiiiiiOi-i i& estates fjr^d s(^ir^e the ryiost 

rnet!ci;ioi;siv rn;^;?!' ^jiiied qoif coiirjies in the worid. One coor se, 

the Pebble Be^sch goif iinks, host?; the -j^nii^l Pebble Be^sch 
Pro/An^ goii toiirn^rnenr. Vvith siich high profile fesidents j^rid 
giiests enj(^y:rig the p^jf-ii^r^in-iic vistas of ttie Pacific and 
rnoi:;^t;5!f!B, ifTiagine the onvifoniTieritai j^nci economic ioj^ses, !io^ 
to fr^eiition the politic^ii ^iproa: , if se^er s;;ii! occiirred, The 
fTsai^^jgenent of the Pebbie Beach Conrnijnity Services District 
does, as it has cieir^ofistr^jte^i :)y n-^^iiirtainiiig a iong^st^stidii-ig 
record of pi-irnp station reli^ibility. Howeve?', afe- ;^ ni;n^ber of 
i'ecorring corf]?r:i;r::c-3tiori fc:ili;res with their phooe iine Dased 
SCADA system, tbey decided it i^^as tifne to in^pi'ove Uie 
monitoring reiifsbiiity of tneir system. 



Tron^ m^f^age-iient 
tothefieidorierators, 
OiirDixrict^s'fidiiCi^jrv 
resporisibiiities 

concernit^g collectio;; system operation are the s^me ^s any other se;;ver 
operators. If we ever h^d spill in Oijr service area, ttie ^beheadls-sgir 
might be d little nx^re piibiic and spectac^ii^r than others, hot the resolt 
vvill be the san^e for any onprepared operator. The Federal i^nd State EPA 
n^anciates are giiite ciear, no spiiis. Tbose !<!nd of press conferences are 
t!riacceptal;ie to our board members/' says Frank Rose. District 
Maintenance Manager for the PePbie BeacP Con^rnonity Services District, 
With constrtictiori mishai^s, fiber ^grades i^nd fsOriTiai n^aintenan(.e. 
nuire and n^ore 'copper' phone line services (dedicated or dial-up] are 
subject b) i!]terri=ptioris. Add if] the economising tbat riiost ioci^i 
i;eiephone companies are being forced inio, and hoi;r-iong problems are 
tnrnifsg into days. Coupie this yvitb a 'zero tolerance' by District 
n^anagers anci tbe EPA, and redondancy starts to become standard 
operatifiO rirocedore. 



L2MGD system 
8 lift statloi'is 

1 Interceptor*^ Piov^? Monitor 
1 T^rii'; Level Moi^itor 



is Envlronn^ei^taiiy, 
econon^ically and poiiticaiiy 
sofiSitive Sites 

s Cut pbone lines and slowing 
repair service 

s Alarn^s not reported 

is 7ero tolerance' EPA and 
Disirict 



'Our initiai logic v^as pretty straight forvvard, We have 2 iir more pumps 
?3t every lift stabon tor redundancy. We ail know that any machine (or 
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up f:(;nt high costs anci 
iJ^tegralion pf'obiefTiS with 

Ugiy, visibie VAGI ^n^enn^^s 



boijghi MiSSIOf^ aji^backiipto 
Oiir exi^Jting SCADA. if-sfn^if^y 
it Gist perforfTiS the PiifTij^i-y 
sysfefT:, it's airt^iioiy ci bi:ck offs 
;ot iejiji expensive anci ei^sier lo 



^:yst^?^T:] cfss: bre^ik for c; vc;rii:l:y of rea^^Oiis. Why not expend liiBt type of 
safegiij^rd to the irionitoriisg ^i^d cofKroi systern/' Biit ;3t wh;^t cojil^' 

The cii5i:rict iooked the feasibility for betb iicei^sed c;i^ci liniicensed 
(spread spectriiiTi) radio b^sed SCADA rnoriiroiifig systetTis. The lipffont 
c(;^;!,s vv'jrf? higli apd iotegrciiii^P of iiie two syst^^riiS c;ppef?reci difficiiit. 
Additioi^^iiiy, throijgh coriversations with other r^^dio b;j<>ed SCADA i;se?-s^ 
qLjestiOi'is fsrose fibou;, the triie reii-sbiiity f?r:d (iogoing f!-!(;:Pterii:?u.e 
is3i:es Oi siich sys^efT!. 'There vvere niirfiber of tinies we fe!^ vve 
woijic; be creating fiX;: e probien^s th^ii^ we'd be soivirig/' sfivs Ri^se, "The 
stravv w«s the j^nriCipj^ted reside;^t re<iclions to VAGI ;3nlon!i«s anci 
::boir pole n-^^ists stickiog i-p in the sir ^it the iift st^itioos the goif 
coiiises; itjiist w^ssivt goipg i;o fly/' 



A few rf^ori-iis ister the Districi: was givef] « deiTiorie^ri^tiO!! of tS^e 
MISSION C0!!irpiiPic;^ti0ii3 cei!oic:r Ps^ed SCADA/rpoiiivOriPg syste!:* by 
Dcive i^ieP'!:: off of i^ernirofi, [viofii^iiaj-! Associci!:e;^ ci cofiSiiii-irsg epgiPeer 
to ihe DisP-ict. 1 h«d resd ^bo^it the ^i^SSIO^i sysiep^ iP p-;^de 
r[!;3gazir!e:^ bii- bee^iise of t[]e iow price ^rsd fpy prior experiepoes with ceiiiiii^r, I reaiiy diciiVt think Ihe sysl,efn 
woiild rneei o^ir expect^itiops. Bot rny costoiiser seetTieci to be a:^ iPipei^vhe, so l ^jrreipged o detiso" s«ys ^iin^jroff. 
'We were down right ap-icized at tpe capabiiipes; and siPipiicity of SJie svs;:en\ If iS, worived ^is; advertis^^d, we felt we 
hcid 0 soiiitiO!!/' s^ys Nen^iroff. A t; 'isi iPst^iiation wos agreed to, 



f^^iSSlO^rs sys?:epi i.:ses a specifsi ceiiui^ir dc;?ici technology cfjiied CeiioPietry, which w<is ioveo:,ed by BeiiSoiJtP, 
Carriers riorni^jiiy rise ceisLiiar digital coptroi chanpeis to sepd call setisp and Piiiing dala. Mi5SlOi^i lises these 
cpanpeis to sepci RT ii ciiarpis^ tests, and (^?;her supervisory infoi-rr^ation.. Aii \h\s is'done over the highly reiiabie 
celiiiiar inp-asti'iiCv lire, Pijl wi^hoiil ;;cti:aiiy rna!(iPg a phope cail ^iPd thijj^ is not siibjecv to biisy ^^ig^;^is or dropped 
caii^., Ceiiepietry technology ha^. beep osed iP the borgiary and fire cilarp: indiiM,ry since :1997, ^iPd they h^ive 
depioyed over 150,000 devices using ihis techpology. 



Frafik rep-!e:rihers ciskipg, 'Weii, if it doesp't r^iake phofie c^ii, then how do ; get iiw ;5!arr[];; ciiid iifl statiof: statijs 
intoriiiation? i figtired they vvere going to I'eqtiii-e lis to Pny a centra! SCADA cosispiiter. Then I thought, great, now 
we Slave two isystem:; to mciiPtairi/' i-iowever, with ^lISSiON yofj dofft peed a sepc^rcite SCADA cop^pnter. l^^iSSiO?^ 
tises a large conipoter facility in Ati^pta to present d«tc; and SCADA screens to the i;sei- ovef a seci;re lPte:-pet iiPk 
to the ciistoPiers existing eop'ipoters, Within a secorsd or two after tSie field RTU trarisp'iits the aiarirs, the daia 
reaches MISStON's ceptral cop^pnter facility in Ai:iaPta. Fi-oiii there the aiarn^s ^I'e antoi-oaticaiiy forwsfded to the 
costor[]er's oP'^diiiy persopfiei, Ai,!tor[]ated cornpoters car- deliver potificstions to pSKjnes, ceii phories, PiiPieric 
pagers, aiphannn^eric pagers, faxes oi- e-iTsaii addresses for ^ny nijpsber of recipiepts on a caii-ont iist., The h^iSSiOi^ 
ai^rPi and s^-pervisory data can evep he fed seap*i!essiy into existing ope?! architecture SCADA coPipi.iters such as 
WoPderware, Invelkrtion or Roci<weil Antornation RS View, 



'As fas- as yoe can diai a iopg distance pnniher and hear it 
ring at the other end Is as fast as we get these sigpais; 
pationwide. I'Pe best news is that the soivice wiii he 
around as long as ceipjiar, and the celkiiar carriers maintain 
the radio towei's and eqoiprnent, We jusi nde along on - he 
data PackPone of the nxilti-^iliion dollar cellniar nmofV 
savs John CoiiiPC^s. Pi'esident of MISSION ConirsUiPications, 



'Once we have i-eceived the data, robotic (;perators at your 
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ci!^;;;osci! to get in toiich vvi;,h on-diiiy pers(;noi:! ciny way 
yoi; like. Tht; coriipisters tiev&f get tireci ;;!id they doiVl forgeL' 



v;ii;iL The ^^i5S10N systetr] rnoriirors AC fyiiiir high iev^i iow ievei, phaj^e ioss (throi;gh ;^ ph^jse f:X)nitor! j^nd two 
pijfi^p iiiies. Tlie R TU wc? iostc^iieci witfi MlSSiO^-^iippiied low profiie, ot;,5ck resistfii:;, ;^ntefii:^^ Ti:is Wcis 
done io respect the Dis^ficrs desire to niiniirii;^e pisbilc exposiife to any ^jiUennas. 'After the iinit vvas fir<>t instaiiod, 
m ph(;ne caii fror[] MiSSiO^^s T^ichfiic^il Suppt^rt Gronp, They hcid detected tliro^jgh 'iieir diagnostics the;?; liie 
ti'i;:i Lii^it il;^d poor coiiiiiaf jiign;,; stret^gUs and was occasion^jiiy going of^iii^e/' says ^^on^:fof^ 'I decided io look 
ii^i: inst^illation in deptn ^snd feund li^^jt the instfsiior nad tf5i<en ^e Districts if^strsjction^. on '^hidden fn)!T! view^' 
jiolonnas a litdo far, The «nten;^a h«d actiiaiiy been rnoiinted boiow groiind in ^he lift st«tio;i ;kcoss vaiiit. i vv;^s 
sorp: ised ii-^i: R I ii worked a- ^:ii - it v^^is iike trying to ijso ;3 ceii ph(;no frorn a sni) basonieot eievaior/' 



Alier tilo initial conioi^ion over an-of^n^ piacofi^Oiit the trial went snsOOlJiiy and the Disuict sobseqnentiy ifiSt^iled 
RTLi^^; on all eight of its lift stations, Soon thereafter, the District ordered n^ore RTU's to monitor the flow to the 
wastewater interceptor line, ar-d to STionitor levels at their water storage tank, 'We were e^tren^eiy pleased v^ith the 
systeiTi^s performance so we started to take advantage of soiTie or the other capabilities It offered,' says Rose. 

^it^s iittie enibfsrr^issing,. v^e bonqht ^^iSSiON as backijp to Oiir existing SCADA. In n^.^nv areas it ont?;erforrns 
the primary system it's certjiinly a heck of ;5 ioi iess expensive «nd easier to iise/' says Rose. 

Other early adopters in the Honterey area are the ^lonterey Regioiiai Water Poiiotion Control Agency and Cartrsel 
Area Wascewater District. MiSSiO^i :s based in Atlanta, Georgia, and introduced its prodiicts and services to the 
water and wastewater industry In early 20G0. [vUSSIOf^ has nnlts thronghont North Afnerk.a frofs^ Vancouver, BC to 
f^iani PL to Internationai Fails. ^1^., Information ahoiit HiSSIO^ and its prodiicis can be fonnd on the web at 
wvvwJ.23n*!C.com. 



i'i(^nie I Cc-ntact Us i Site ^^lap \ l"erms and Conditions i Rrivacy Policy 
g Copyright 1999-2G06 /^^iSSM Communications. Ail rights reserved. 
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Landis Sewerage Autherity Uft Statmn Monitsrmg 



Uiiciis Se^^si'^ige Ai;^ho:ty (ISA) serves the gre^i;er Vin&io?id, ^ew Jersey 
5rt;^. ISA vvas sacifig sotTie lypicai probieiTis i-^ionitor ifiO lii^ir 23 li't 
stiiitioris., 'Phof^e line proDieiiis vviti! our ^i^jtodiciiers vvere incfasing cjisriosi; 
5:> fast as Ma Beii's prices,' says SciiV! H^^ss, Coii£;c!;0!i SysiOfn Plan*: 
f^^nager for the &,2 ^GD aiii:]ority., ^^Additionaiiy, every Wednesday when 
we v^Oijid te;;t Oi.jr srai^d^-by gej'ierators, vvl^ich tripiXid the aiiiodiaiers, oi;r 
OP caii peopie woiild be swafs^ped with phone calis. I dioiight oisr 
oper^itions secretary vi:^s going to qi.jiSJ' 









ss 3.2 f^GD systeiTi 




^ 23 Lift Stations 


S5i^^;5sSi8d ^jju^j;, what 








ss FaiseAiai'OiS 




Cos;: of Phone Lines 




ss AiarsiiS not reported 




ss EPAReporiing 




s Site Secndty 




is Pijfixi Perfornianoe 




^^We originaiiy cost instified tne 




MISSION system on phone iine 




savings aione (aii the aiitodiciier 




iines (ire now renewed). Biitif yon 




ta!<e !n;:o ai.conr!;: [:he fnafs'^honrs 




the systen^ saves i;s for the 




addition^! services il: performs, To 




say the system cictiiaiiy pcsysfor 




itseif. Essefitiiiiiy nionitoring for 




free/^says Sam Hess, Coiiection 




System Pi^int [^l^inager 




AboiJttwo years ^jgoLSA s;3Vva 
demonstration of a wireless 
rruinitoring syster^i by HlSSIOf^ 
Commnnications ofA&nta, 
Georgia. M^SS^O^j's system 
lises a special ceiiiiiar d;5ta 
::echn(iiogy invented by 
BeiiSoiilh caiied Ceiiemetry. 
Instead 0: nsing regniar voice 
channels, Ceiiemetry nses the 
more reiiciDie ceiinlar c(^ntr(^l 
ch^inness thai: are normaiiy 

Lised to send caii setnp and biliing sta. Since Celierneiry cioesn't ase the 
voice ch^jnneis, it is not sijbject to biisy signals or dropped caiis, and it 
has wider coverage,. The contrt;: channels are cjiway:; on and wori( 
withont actn^iiiy r-iaking ;i phone caii. MlSSiO?^ lises these channels ^f; 
send RTi.! alarms, tests, ^ind other sapervis(;ry information. 

•^'iiSSIOhl rnanagement foiinded the first company to ever nse the 
BeiiSonth technology in the Dni-giary/fire alarm indiistry in 1996. ft is 
estin^ated th«t the life/safeiy alarm industry alone has deployed over 
150,000 devices nising Cellemetry, ai^d relies on the conlroi charinei 
signaling technology becc:nse of its many c:dvantages over phone lines 
and regniar voice celiLjiar. 

Clark Shimp, Process Control Manager fer L SA ren^embers asking, 'Well 
if It doesri^r make a phone calL then iiovv do I get my iiiarms'> i figured 
they vvere going to reqiiire ijs to boy a central SCADA compnter. Then ■ 
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•hoiight gos^^ the :Xjdgs:li/^ He discovered thf?t MlSSIOf^, 
central cofiipiiter Of 5CADA sofiwcift is not reqisired. MISSION h^s its own cOir:pi;ter fjicility ;:;id softyv^re Ati;>nt^ 
vvhici: ai: ct.iston^e:s shsre. Efsci: CLis-o^ie: :S pm^o vvilli a sociire web S!!,e vviiere they access li-ieir ^Scita, reports 
jirid SCADA scree;is. 



About (^ne soc()!id afiB' MiSSiOf^^b field RTU transiTiits the ^ii;3i-iT! sijpervisory :!iforniati()!i over i:he cof^ro! chfsonei 
to the ?ie;ii'est ceiiiiii^r tower, the d^ito p^^cket fs^^ches ^lISSIQf^^s centr^ii coniputers. ^^As fest as yoi: c^^n dial ;^ lotig 
distance nLinihe:' and he^r it r-ng at the other end is fast as we ge?, !,hi?so oianTiS n-stionwide', says Mr\ \X§^\% 
President of f^ISSION Conirniinications. In a ir^^ction of a second^ MISSION'S cornpii^er vaciliiy convefts the coiiiiia:' 
datfj ijytes is^to text or voice rnessage. then rel^jys if; !:o the cijstorners (^n duty personiieh MISSION can deliver 
jiiafrn messages to I'ogiilar or celliiiar leiephorseS; niiiTsei'ic or ;!lph;^!'!l:!T!e!•ic pj^gei's, can se;^d a fax or esTii^il, of 
ootify vif? ;:he ciistonii^r's we:; site. ! 'ho systesT! can c^ili any i^^in-^ijor recipients on a typical caii-<;ijt list, aiui the 
i:s^ can change by time of day or d^y of weeiv, 'Once we have these sign;^is, isisagine having a roon^ fiili of robotic 
operators at yo-sr dispos^^i to gei in tOLich vvith ofi'^diiiy personnel any way yoo iiive. The computers never got tired 
^nd they don^t forgev' says Coiiings. Each alarm reqijlres thi^t one of the recipien^is iscknovvledge d:e alsrni 
oiherv^ise adaiiiofial noiihcations are niade. 



Since the c^slh'OiJt list car- be chi^riged by tiiT-e of day or day of weei<, f^^ISSION se;; ijp i..SA^s livstem so the 
Wednesday stsnd-by generator tests were en^aiied to ISA, vvhile all other alarrr^S; or generators r onning a^ other 
l;riies, were processes as fiiii alarn-ss witn (;aii-}iiL gol, fnv Wedi^esdi^y sTiornings oack'" says M^^rgare;: Miller, 
oper^^iions secretary r^t bSA. 

All ^iSSIOf^ field RTlrs have electronic key readers installed on ihern, I^SA 
personnel were issijed si'nail electronic keys that are weatherproof and -it 
easily on the:f key rings. The ivoys liniqiiely identify each key hoide?' and 
can be nsed on any fieid RTU,. Whenever anyone inspects or perforrns 
niaintenance at a field starion, they sii'npiy toiich their ivey to Ihe MISSION 
R I'U key reader, i'hat pots the RI U in 'service mode" which aetoniaticaliy 
stops alarm notifications. K aiso sends a message to MISSION logging who 
checked in at the stai,i(:n and the time. Vvhen fieid technicians 'keys ont^' 
and leave, Ihe RTU is pnt had^ onime and anothe?' niessage logs the time 
tney compieted the service, if they forge?, to 'key oiit", the RTU will 
antomaticaily bring rlseif back online an hoor iarer, 'We get fewer false 
alarms, :;etter system reliability, a repoiT we can lise for the State EPA 
docnmenling when we performed maintenance and inspections, and 
docomentation of how OiJickly we i^esponded to any alarms,' says Sam 
Hess. 



Another prohlem the MISSION system solved was the accidental alariTis 
generated vvhen personnel performed maintonance on the sitos. 'The 
mechaiiics were supposed to tijrri off the antodialers whef] they were 
working at ihe stations, Either they wooidnT lorn them off, caijsing false 
alarms, or they woiiid torri ti^em off afid never torn the things back 
on, and vve'd miss alarms. Of course, we coiild never prove this and nobc 
Qijigley, ISA sef^ior electrician, 

In the aftermath of ihe recent terrorist attacks, everyone has an increased awareness of seciir:ty at all levels of 
wator and wastewater operations. MISSION and kSA'are modifying the field RTU' s si) that the eiectrt^nic key ose will 
be osed to aothorize enrry to pomp stations. The key readers will be relocatod on the ootside of the stations and 
entry intrusion detection devices added, Fieid personnei will ijse the keys to disarm R iTi intri-sion innots, 'T hoogh 
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(i^jsier to ust; other i^i^irf!^ syB^enss woVe seen/' s^jys LSA. 



C;3iiing oiil ;>;y:-!Tu; is ji^sl scfalching tbo surface of what the ^1iSS^0!^ systtiH^ c^u do. Each riigiu Ihe systen^ reports 
indiviciiif?! pLifiip rijniiri^es f(;: i:he d^y, c;:id it evers koeps trfsck of tho lirno vvhefi pon^ps ar^^ riiJiniog sifi^iiiiianooosiy, 
Aii tho riiii lirnos are logged and graphed on thc: ci;stoniers web site for refe-ence and trending. 




mm ^^^< vm mm mm 'imi i^^m ^ymi 



To provide ciddi!:ionai valijo^ tne piiinp riin tiSTies ^re snaiyj-ed dciiiy for variance:;. 'Wo doiVt iook for siivspie 
percentage "hanges in piiOsp f^i?! tiroes. We oso coriipiex sfatisticai aigoJilhiTis that taivO into accoont eacii pijnips 
operciiioiia! characteristics ovof 3 loag period of tio-io. When vvc: seo a coaiigo, we ^^otoniaticaiiy notify the 
cnstorrt:: /* says Coiiings, The pnrrp fijo t:P^o var::^nco aieJt> :;ro sent via fa/, ernaii 0;' pagers during ^^orix hoij:-s if 
pfobiefns are detected, 'it wooid lake lis ao hoor or two evofv day to do what HtSSiOf^ does, has already aierted 
\is to sevtifai case^i of operator orror, bad check valves, ai; behind poirps and broi-'on controiiers, Th^?re ar^^ 

dO;in;toiy prolong the L;sefoi life 01 onr pofi^ps/' says Qoigley. 




; the i^lISSiOf^ systern ors phorse line savings alone (aii the antodiaier lines ai'O now 
removed) as MISSION'S servico price is fsUich less expensive thafi a phone line. Sijt if yon ^ake into acco^iotti^o 
n^a:v-h(.i.irs the system saves os for the additional servicos it perforn=s. I'd say the systoiii actiiaiiy pays for itself; 
essentially n-ionrtoring for ffoe/- says Hess. 



Other early adopters ih the l^ow Jersey area are the Boroijgf] of Haddonfiekl Egg i-larbor arid the City of Hiliville. 
^^ISSIO^ is fjased in Aitanta, Georgia, and introdiiced its products and services to the water and wasi;ewater 
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indiisiry in sriy 2GQG. MiSSIO^i !ss ffiits ^iirGiigjiOiit f<orj:h feiencs irsii: Vsncower. SC to Fi. !:s 
!iUern;!tioiiai Fails, HN, 
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